In 1981 I published an article called Early Supposition Theory. Then as now, the magisterial work on the subject was L.M. de Rijk's Logica Modernorum, and then as now any discussion of the topic would have to rely to a great extent on the texts published there. This means that many of the problems that existed then still remain, but a couple of important new studies and several new texts have been published in the meantime, so it may be time to try to take stock of the situation. I will first look at the origin of the term suppositio and then at the chronology of our source texts.
Whence suppositio?
In 1981 I tried to weaken L.M. de Rijk's case for supposition in the logical sense being derived from Priscianic grammar, and more specifically his claim that in Priscian suppositum means 'grammatical subject'. I think I was reasonably successful on that score. I did not, however, deny that twelfth-century grammarians' use of suppositum was relevant, or that De Rijk's 'put as a subject' was a good translation of their supponere, but I suggested that a common idea underlay the grammatical and the logical use of suppositum, namely that the suppositum is or is claimed to be the bearer of a certain form: in the case of grammar the subject would then be called suppositum because it is claimed to be the bearer of the form indicated by the predicate; in the case of logic, the supposita of homo would be the individuals that bear the form of humanity, and which might be the bearers of whichever form is predicated of them in a sencence with homo for its subject. This idea of mine was not based on much hard evidence, but I continue to cherish it somehow.
In 1987, however, Kneepkens with his usual meticulous care argued forcefully for the view that the logicians' use of supponere was developed from the grammatical use of supponere verbo with an understood personam, and that ultimately the grammarians' usage should be traced back to their mullings over a passage in Priscian1 containing the word suppositum.2 But he also demonstrated that the suppositum-appositum analysis of sentences is not as old as we had previously thought. One of the key passages in Peter Helias turned out to be a later interpolation, and generally speaking, the suppositum-appositum analysis only becomes prominent some time after the middle of the twelfth century. There remained a couple of places in which Peter used supponere in a relevant way, and, following a suggestion of Pinborg's,3 Kneepkens proposed that Peter had borrowed the terminology from Gilbert the Porretan. De Libera's paper for the 1987 symposium added more information about the Porretan trail, and more recently, Valente has further investigated that part of the history of supposition.4
While Kneepkens was not very keen on my idea that the key idea is that something is the bearer of a form, his suggested connection to the Porretans was, in fact, grist to my mill. To the Porretans the metaphysics of form and bearer is quite central, and predicates introduce a form-substantial, accidental or individual-for the subject to bear. (1983) , 10-11. Also note the use of suppositum in I. 20, 9: 'Ratio cur dicatur demonstrationem cum nomine substantivo fungi loco proprii. Cum enim pronomen demonstrativum certum significet suppositum, ex vi demonstrationis determinat ipsum imitatione accidentium. Nomen vero substantivum adiunctum substantialem determinat proprietatem. Cum ergo sic discrete significat suppositum accidentialibus et substantia libus <proprietatibus> determinatum, quid amplius proprium nomen posset efficere?' See also III. 29, 52. Further Valente (2008a) , 288 with footnote 41, in which she quotes a passage from Langton's commentary on the Sentences: 'Quidam tamen. Magister Gilebertus, quia omnis appositio formae est, et suppositio substantiae, et ideo haec vera 'tres personae sunt unus deus', i.e., unius deitatis. Ex parte vero suppositi vellet hoc nomen 'deus' supponere pro persona, et ideo hanc {sc. 'unus deus est tres personae'} dixit esse falsam sicut hanc 'una persona est tres personae'.' Note that when quoting Latin texts, edited and unedited alike, I impose my own orthography and punctuation.
